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Mr. I. Fuchs; Prof. S. Paikowsky; Ms. K. Williston 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:15 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


In response to an objection from Prof. Foster that the Steering Committee 
had prevented what he described as a formally made motion from appearing 
on the Agenda, Dr. Kenniff explained that the Steering Committee had 
examined a notice of motion dated October 10, 1986, concerning a request 
that a study be undertaken with respect to the matter of departmental 
trusteeships; that a document was subsequently received regarding the 
institution of departmental trusteeships and the mandates thereof, which was 
considered by the Steering Committee at its meeting of November 18, 1986; 
and that Steering Committee had complied with the request by asking the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, to undertake a study of the matter, to consider the 
document submitted as an initial contribution to that study, and to report 
back to the Steering Committee. 


Prof. Foster argued that what had been submitted was not a request but a 
formal motion, as denoted by the phrase "...I beg leave to move the 
following ... 9", in paragraph 3, page 1 of the document submitted on 
November 7, 1986. 


In response Dr. Kenniff explained that it was the view of the Steering 
Committee that a request was being made that this matter be considered, that 
a particular point of view had been submitted in the form of a document 
dated November 7, 1986, and that it would be more beneficial to Senate as a 
whole for the matter to be considered with a preliminary study and 
submitted to Senate for consideration at a later date. He further advised that 
if there was formal objection, and if Senate so agrees, the matter could be 
added to the Agenda for immediate consideration; however, he cautioned 


that this could lead to a considerable debate which might otherwise be more 
focused if the Vice-Rector, Academic, was allowed to complete his study. 


In response to a charge that the Steering Committee did not have the right to 
prevent a motion from appearing on the Senate Agenda, it was stated that 
the Steering Committee was not attempting to take away any of Senate's 
prerogatives, but rather it was relying on, and responding favorably to, the 
wording contained in the memorandum dated October 10, 1986, "...that a 
study of the matter be undertaken..."; and that if the intention was different 
from what was expressed in that document, it should be formulated anew to 
the Steering Committee and included on the Agenda for the next Senate 
meeting. It was further explained that it was the proper purview of a 
steering committee to consider such requests; to determine those items that 
are ready for consideration by the full body, i.e. Senate or Faculty Council, 
at a particular meeting; and to draft the Agenda. 


In response to a stated disagreement with the Steering Committee's 
interpretation of the documents submitted, it was argued that a notice of 
motion usually informs those being notified of the nature of the motion to be 
put before Senate; that in that respect, when a document dated October 10, 
1986, was received which stated the intention to move a study of the matter, 
Steering Committee agreed that it was quite prepared to have the matter 
studied even before consideration of the motion by Senate; that the Steering 
Committee has attempted to aid and encourage the study of this matter so 
that eventually some norms and procedures might most profitably put before 
Senate for approval; and that the intention of the Steering Committee was to 
do nothing other than to facilitate the eventual adoption of such norms. 


It was argued that the intention was that the motion was to be discussed not 
by the Steering Committee but 'by Senate; that the matter was not to be 
adjudicated by the Vice-Rector, Academic, but by Senate; that notice of 
motion was given; and that it was absurdly literal minded for the Steering 
Committee to close upon the words "...that a study be undertaken..." in 
prejudice of the motion presented by Prof. Foster that this be put on the 
Agenda and not discussed in private. 


Dr. Kenniff suggested that there had been an adequate exchange of opinions 
on the issue and that what remained to be decided was whether Senate 
wished to approve the Agenda as submitted. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY PROF. KUSY, 
THAT THE AGENDA AS SUBMITTED BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning Steering Committee's obligation in this 
matter, Dr. Kenniff explained that it was Steering Committee's duty to 
examine matters which are submitted for consideration by Senate, to decide 
which of the items are ready for Senate consideration and to draft the 
Agenda accordingly; and that it occurs regularly and frequently that Steering 
Committee decides that a particular matter is not ready for consideration by 
Senate and may refer it back to the appropriate Faculty Council or to an 
appropriate administrative or academic body for further study and eventual 
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reformulation. He further advised that in this particular case, the Steering 
Committee, in all good faith, considered that what Prof. Foster desired was 
what was written in the memorandum of October 10, 1986; that Senate has 
been informed today that that was not what he wished; and that presumably 
it was now up to Prof. Foster to clarify his wishes in writing to the Steering 
Committee, and the item could then be put on the Agenda for consideration 
at the next Senate meeting, if such was his desire. However, he emphasized 
that the question would still remain as to whether at that point the Steering 
Committee deems that it is ready for consideration by Senate in its present 
form; and that the Steering Committee's objective and role was, and always 
has been, not to stifle debate, but rather to ensure that the debate is 
meaningful, focused, and intended to lead to a decision. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED (18 in favor; 3 
opposed; 4 abstentions). 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the next two items would be dealt with in "Closed 
Session" and he asked those in attendance who were not members of Senate 
to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KUSY, SECONDED BY PROF. BUI, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF OCTOBER 31, 
1986, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


In his remarks, Dr. Kenniff reported on the Vanier Library extension 
project, drawing Senate's attention to the University's notice calling for 
tenders for construction in connection with that, which appeared in the 
newspapers on Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday of this week; the 
continuing discussions with the Government concerning the downtown 
project and the calling for tenders with respect to that, which, according to 
the present schedule should occur towards the latter part of the summer; and 
on the Capital Campaign which would be entering the completion phase in 
January, 1987. 


Dr. Kenniff welcomed Dr. M. Cohen to his first Senate meeting following 
his recent appointment as Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance; 
and Dr. C. Langford, Associate Vice-Rector Academic (Research), whose 
membership on Senate would become effective January 1, 1987, who was 
also in attendance. 
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Question Period 


Questions were raised and responded to on the objective of the Capital 
Campaign, and the amount of money which has been collected or pledged to 
date; and on the situation vis-a-vis Concordia's perennial campaign to get 
more money from the Government and planned action by the Conference of 
Rectors vis-a-vis the allocation of Government resources for financial relief 
to the universities in general in the Province. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. Kenniff, in drawing Senate's attention to the Report from the Steering 
Committee concerning Departmental Trusteeships (document US-86-7-D2), 
which was being tabled for information, noted that the issue had been 
discussed at the beginning of the meeting. 


In presenting and explaining the Progress Report from the Senate Academic 
Planning and Priorities Committee (document US-86-7-D3), which was 
being tabled for information, Dr. Whyte emphasized that SAPPC as a 
Standing Committee of Senate reflects the idea that the planning of the 
University was an ongoing function, as opposed to the more ad hoc type of 
operation that has been carried out in the past. He further advised that the 
Committee hoped to bring into as clear a focus as possible its ideas on 
planning in the full report to Senate in May, 1987, which, if approved, 
would serve as a baseline containing the philosophy and guidelines that 
would be used to actually carry out the planning operation which would 
become an ongoing part of University life. For the benefit of members who 
might not yet have received or read the Progress Report, and in the spirit of 
having an ongoing exchange in these matters, he suggested that the item 
remain. on the informational section of the Agenda to provide an 
opportunity for questions, etc., at subsequent Senate meetings. 


In response to questions and concerns which were raised over the 
hypotheses listed on pages 11 and 12 of the Report, and particularly with 
respect to the development of graduate studies and research vis-a-vis the 
traditional strengths of the University, it was explained that the hypothesis 
that the overall development strategy of the University should be one of 
developing its strengths rather than strengthening its weaknesses must be 
understood as a very general guideline and that there was a different 
application mode in talking about strategy at across-the-University level as 
opposed to the Faculty level; and that many of the eight hypotheses in the 
Report were not new, the majority having been explicitly stated in the 1982 
Mission Statement which had been approved following lengthy debates at 
Senate, including the statement that resources for research should be given 
priority to those areas where research is already strongly developed. Other 
issues raised and responded to included questions concerning dovetailing 
the deliberations of the SAPPC with curriculum development, the budget 
process and resource distribution, the phrase "planning reflexion" in 
paragraph 1, page 10, the possible increase in graduate student enrolment, 
etc. 
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It was agreed that this item remain on the Agenda thereby providing an 
opportunity for additional questions to be raised at the January 1987 Senate 
meeting. 


With respect to the report on Experimental Summer Schedule 1987 
(document US-86-7-D4), which was being tabled for information as a 
follow-up to the report tabled at the last Senate meeting, Mr. Adams, 
University Registrar, advised that the proposed schedule would be utilized 
in full form by the Faculties of Commerce and Administration, and 
Engineering and Computer Science; that there were certain opting out 
possibilities in the Faculties of Arts and Science and Fine Arts; and that a 
questionnaire would be developed and submitted to the constituents of the 
summer term, the results of which, along with the opting out aspects, 
would be taken into consideration during subsequent review by the 
Academic Programmes Committee. 


Dr. McEvenue reported that the Council of Universities has produced a 
study of planning in universities throughout Quebec; that a concentrated 
study of the role of the Council vis-a-vis planning of the universities and the 
Government would be undertaken this year; that the Council would also be 
looking into -the quality of undergraduate education in terms of whether 
there is sufficient focus by professors on pedagogy versus career, and also 
with respect to the question of specialization versus general education; and 
that the Council has set up a special committee with regard to the question of 
distance education, which issue was important to Concordia both in terms 
of insuring that the anglophone sector not be left out of this area or that 
distance education in Quebec be monopolized by one university. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROBERTSON, SECONDED BY DEAN 
APPELBAUM, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, THE RESEARCH COMMITTEE, AND 
THE CONCORDIA COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE (DOCUMENT 
US-86-7D5), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Arts and Science 


Graduate Curriculum Change Proposals 


The Graduate Curriculum Change proposals in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science (document US-86-7-D6), were presented by Prof. D. Dicks. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DICKS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT THE PROPOSED GRADUATE CURRICULUM 
CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 
(DOCUMENT US-86-7-D6), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT US-86-7-D10). 
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In response to a question concerning the text proposed by the Academic 
Programmes Committee in connection with the modification in the Ph.D. 
History programme, Senate was advised that B.G.S. had not passed a 
motion to adopt the wording used with respect to the Ph.D. in Engineering, 
but rather it had passed a motion to replace the word 19willingnessil with 
the word "availability"; that that wording had been forwarded by B.G:S. to 
the Academic Programmes Committee which took it under consideration 
and decided that the wording used in connection with the Ph.D. in 
Engineering more clearly articulated the proposed modification; and that in 
approving the motion on the floor, Senate would be adopting the wording 
being recommended by the Academic 


Programmes Committee in item 1., page 1, document US-86-7-D10. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Commerce and Administration 


The graduate curriculum change proposals in Commerce and Administration 
(document US-86-7-D7), were presented by Dean Appelbaum. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN APPELBAUM, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE PROPOSED GRADUATE CURRICULUM 
CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION (DOCUMENT US-867-D7), BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT US-86-7D10). 


In response to a question concerning resource implications, it was noted 
that with respect to all of the graduate curriculum changes, the Academic 
Programmes Committee "is satisfied that these proposed changes should not 
involve an increased demand on resources.", paragraph 2, page 1, 
document US-86-7-D10. In addition, in response to a concern voiced over 
the use of the word "should" as opposed to "will", Dr. McEvenue 
suggested that the phrase "...should not involve..." indicated a certain 
degree of skepticism and an invitation to watchfulness, explaining that the 
Committee was unable to refute the arguments presented by Faculty 
representatives who maintained that additional resources were not involved, 
and in fact had made commitments to that effect. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Engineering and Computer Science 


The graduate curriculum change proposals in Engineering and Computer 
Science (document US-86-7-D8), were presented by Prof. D . Hamblin. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE PROPOSED GRADUATE CURRICULUM 
CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER 
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SCIENCE (DOCUMENT US-86-7-D8), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO 
THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT US-86-7-D10). 


It was noted that the changes contained in document US.86-7-D8 were not 
in the alphabetical order in which they had been submitted by the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science to B.G:S. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 
Fine Arts 


The graduate curriculum change proposals in Fine Arts (document 
US-86-7-D9), were presented by Prof. C. MacKenzie. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MACKENZIE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER, THAT THE PROPOSED GRADUATE CURRICULUM 
CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF FINE ARTS (DOCUMENT 
US-86-7-D9), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT US-86-7-DIO). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Provisional Budget - Fiscal Year 1987/88 


Dr. Kenniff explained that document US-86-7-DIl contained the resolution 
approved by the Board of Governors last year which provides for the 
procedure whereby the draft budget is to be considered by Senate prior to 
approval by the Board, as well as for the dissemination of the draft budget 
to the University community; and that the draft budget for 1987/88 was 
contained in document US-86-7-D12. 


Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, in presenting 
and explaining the Provisional Budget - Fiscal Year 1987/88 (document 
US-86-7-D12), advised that precise rules governing the 1986/87 budget 
have not yet been released and consequently there was still uncertainty with 
respect to revenues and expenditures for 1986/87; and that it was in this 
context that the provisional budget for 1987/88 was put together based on 
certain assumptions for both revenues and expenditures which were listed in 
the Notes preceding the budget figures in document US-86-7-D12. He also 
explained that the difference between the projected 7.9 million dollar deficit 
for- 1987/88 and the 5 million dollar projected deficit in 1986/87 was 
basically due to the fact that in 1986/87 an exercise was performed whereby 
expenditures were cut for one year while waiting for the Government and 
the Parliamentary Commission to finish the preparatory work leading to an 
expected correction in the funding of all universities and a particular 
correction in the funding base for Concordia. He further explained that the 
proposed 1987/88 budget was consistent and compatible with the 
University's publicly announced proposal to the Government that if it were 
to provide some correction to Concordia's base funding and also take the 
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needs of the university system seriously into consideration, we would 
undertake to absorb our accumulated deficit over a 15 year period, provided 
that the Government pays for the carrying charges associated with that. 


Dr. Kenniff explained further that last year, because the Government had 
publicly announced that it would do nothing in 1986/87, certain measures 
had to be taken to attempt to control the level of expenditure and the 
relationship between expenditure and revenue; that the Government has 
repeatedly said that what was being done this year was in preparation for 
change next year but has not yet told us what that change would be; that in 
consequence, in preparing a budget for 1987/88 we have taken the policy 
option which shows the deficit considerably higher than what we would 
obviously like to have, while at the same time, showing the impact of the 
Government following through on each one of the three major items which 
are the subject of Concordia's recommendations, ie, an overall increase for 
funding for Quebec universities in general, an adjustment to the inequitable 
funding formula that has been prejudicial to Concordia for so long, and the 
acceptance of a plan to absorb the accumulated deficit of the University; and 
that as information becomes available in the course of the Spring, if the 
proposed budget is already approved it might have to be revised, or if it has 
not been approved, the figures would have to be revised before final 
approval. He pointed out that the Proposed Budget would be going to the 
Academic Planning and Priorities Committee, and suggested that since the 
document would not come back to the Board of Governors until at least the 
February 1987 meeting of the Board, it would be possible if Senate so 
desired, to have a brief period of discussion at the January 1987 Senate 
meeting; but that this would not preclude questions from being asked at this 
meeting. 


Issues raised and responded to included questions on the academic materials 
fee, which was retained in the proposed 1987/88 budget; the projected 
accumulated deficit; the increase of 2.8 million dollars in the Government 
grant shown in Statement 2; the difference between admissible and 
non-admissible expenses; the trend with respect to income under Sales of 
Goods and Services, and Ancillary Services, vis-a-vis raising costs; and the 
distribution or publication of the Provisional Budget to the internal academic 
community. 


Revisions to the Composition of Academic Bodies 


Fine Arts Faculty Council 


Dean Parker presented the proposed revisions to the composition of the 
Faculty of Fine Arts (document US-86-7-D 13). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PARKER, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE 
COMPOSITION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF FINE 
ARTS AS DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT US-86-7-D13, BE APPROVED 
BY SENATE AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 
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On behalf of Fine Arts students, Mr. Robertson expressed appreciation to 
Dean Parker and the Fine Arts Faculty Council for the manner in which the 
amendment concerning undergraduate student representation on Council, 
which had been made at the last Senate meeting, had been handled. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Senate Research Committee 


Dr. Langford, Chair, Senate Research Committee, explained the rationale 
for proposed revision to the Composition of the Committee (document 
US-86-7-D14). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
VALASKAKIS, THAT THE SENATE RESEARCH COMMITTEE BE 
EMPOWERED TO CO-OPT UP TO TWO ADDITIONAL MEMBERS AT 
LARGE ON AN ANNUAL BASIS TO GIVE A BALANCED 
REPRESENTATION TO IMPORTANT RESEARCH AREAS; AND 
THAT NOMINATIONS FOR THESE TWO MEMBERS AT LARGE 
WILL BE PRESENTED TO SENATE FOR APPROVAL BY THE 
SENATE RESEARCH COMMITTEE. 


It was suggested that the last sentence be reworded to make it clear that 
Senate, and not the Research Committee, would be approving the 
nominations. 


The mover and seconder agreed that the last sentence be changed to read - 
AND THAT THE SENATE RESEARCH COMMITTEE WILL PRESENT 
THE NOMINATIONS FOR THESE TWO MEMBERS AT LARGE TO 
SENATE FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


Issues raised and responded to included questions concerning official 
appointment versus co-opting members at large on an informal basis; and 
determination of areas of research from which the members at large would 
be selected. 

THE MOTION AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


Resolution concerning Copyright Legislation 


Concerning documents which had been circulated in connection with this 
item, Dr. Kenniff drew Senate's attention to the resolution from the 
Commerce and Administration Faculty Council (document US-86-7-D15)t a 
summary of the recommendations of the Parliamentary Sub-Committee on 
Revisions of copyright and the Government's response (document 
US-86-7-D16), and an information sheet - The Effects of the Proposed 
Copyright Law (document US-86-7-D17). 


Mr. Mate, Director of Libraries, spoke briefly on the schedule and process 
for adoption of the proposed legislation, and its effects on users of 
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copyrighted materials. He also advised that the Library has set up a 3 
member task force which has started to put together an information package 
which will be available to anyone on request; that he has forwarded 
recommendations to the Vice-Rector, Services, concerning the formation of 
a Rector's Advisory Committee on Copyright, along with a proposed 
mandate and membership; and that representations could be made after the 
Bill is tabled in the House of Commons in March, 1987, or prior to that, to 
Cabinet. 


By way of procedure Dr. Kenniff suggested that the matter might be 
referred to an appropriate Senate committee for consideration in consultation 
with the Director of Libraries, and report back on a course of action and 
position which might be adopted by Senate, 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY MR. 
KALOGERAKIS, THAT THE MATTER OF COPYRIGHT 
LEGISLATION BE REFERRED TO THE ACADEMIC SERVICES 
COMMITTEE FOR CONSIDERATION IN CONSULTATION WITH 
THE DIRECTOR OF LIBRARIES, AND REPORT BACK TO SENATE. 


During discussion it was suggested that if possible the .Committee should 
attempt to report back for the February 1987 Senate meeting; that 
notwithstanding the fact that the details won't be known until legislation has 
been adopted by Parliament, the Committee, in a preliminary way, might at 
least be looking at a number of principles which the University community 
would like to see reflected in that legislation, based upon the existing 
documentation; and that following this, an attempt could be made to match 
those principles with whatever final legislation is adopted. It was further 
noted that assistance would also be available from A.U.C.C. which was 
actively working on the issue. 


It was suggested that Prof. C. Potter, Finance Department, who had been 
responsible for bringing the matter forward at the Commerce and 
Administration Faculty Council, be contacted with respect to possible 
additional informational input to the process, concerning this issue. 


Next Meeting 


It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 pm, 
Friday, January 23, 1987. 


Adjournment 


Dr. Kenniff, as Chair of Senate, offered his personal best wishes to all 
members for the coming holiday season and the New Year; and as was 
customary at the December meeting, he extended an invitation to all 
Senators to join him in partaking in some appropriate holiday libation 
immediately following adjournment. 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


